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IUDE:\1 Comment on Navy Responst' No. 1 Response is acceptable. 

RIOEM Comment No. 2: Page ES-3, BuUet t and Appendix C: 
However, a 

process. 

Nat:r Resptmse to Comment No. 2: A 



were nor as ( (}fl Ill 

RIJ)El\I Comment on Na,vy Response No.2- Although there is uncertainty 
associated with using a chronic RfC in fi(~U of a subcbronic RfC. Navy should en on 
th"' side of conservatism and use the chronic RfCs J>rovided in the Novemh('r 2012 
Regional Screening Level (RSL) table. Instead of eliminating constituents as COPCs 
due to lack of subchronic RfCs, the additional risk generated by using conservative 
chronic RfCs l:ould he discussed in the uncertainty section. lJse of chronir toxicity 
\'alues to evaluate subchronic exposures is a pnctice commonly employed in risk 
assessment and recmnmended by EPA, in their 1989 guidance document, "'Risk 
Assessment Guidam·e for Superfund (RAGS), Part A" (e.g., SN' page of RAGS-
A: ••on the other band, if subchronk data are missing and a chronic oral Rfl) 
derived from chronic data exists, the thronic ontl RfO is adopted as the subchronk 
oral RtD. There is no applkation of au uncl~rtainty factor to account for difft~rences 
in exposure duration in this instante." This particular quote is related to rdt'rcnce 
dost:s (RIDs), hut the same concept may be applied to the RfC. 

RIOE!:VI Comment No. 3: Page ES-3, Bullet 3: Page 4-2. Section 4.1.1: 
deep soil (i.e: .. soil 
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RIDEM Comment on Navy Response No.3- RIDEl\1 accepts that depth to the vntter 
tabh:' can vary across a site and also seasonally. Howt'Vt.'t\ in areas where depth to 
groundwater is generally 20 ft•et bgs, it is likely that the unsaturated zone extends 
det.~per than 10 feet bgs. Additionally, Navy's qualitative t.~valuation summarized in 
Navy's response to comments implies that some det.•p subsurface soil concentrations 
exceed shallow subsurface soil conct.•ntr-ations (i.e.~ ··do not significantly exceed 
com't•ntrations in shallow subsur-fan· soW'). As a result. RIDEM n•commends that 
N:ny idt•rHify deep subsurface soil s:unplt:•s in areas when: the groundwater table is 
~tround 20 fN~t bgs, quantitatively t>valuate these unsaturated deep subsurface soils 
in the I-H-IRE, and provide a more robust discussion of thr det~p subsurface soil 
concentrations that are greater than shallo"" subsurface soH concentrations. 

RIDEVI ('omment No.4: ES-4. Paragraph l: 
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RIHE:\1 Comment on Navy Response No.4 Response is acceptable. 



RIUK\1 Crmunt•nt 1\o. 5: Page 4-.\ Summary of Surface Soil COPCs Table: 
maxtmum couccntra!ion in soil •""'''<'·'"' 

arscmc not 

Arsenic is mk:d out as a COPC based on all arsenic concentration~; than the 
RIDEM R-DEC nx arscmic. !o Comment l. 

Nm:r Response to Comment l•lo. 5: see !0{ 

RIDEM ('omment on Navy Response No.5 ... Response is at·ceptable. 

RIDEM Comment No. 6: Page 4-(l, Section 4.1.3 Rennement of Gnmndvvater 
Protection COI)Cs, Criterion #2: of SSL at. a 
DAF of 5 samples arc · 
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Nm:r Respmt.'U! to Comment l\'o. 6: 

C'ER(L<l. 

RIHEl\1 Comment on Navy Response No. 6- It is typical practire under C'ERC'LA 
and other state remediation programs to use the hm-' frequt·m~y of detection 
rationale. if the concentrations of the constituent in question are relatively low and 
at least 20 samples are included in the data set and the eonstitm~nt is not otherwise 
considered to site-related (e.g., historically used at the silt•). \\'e therefore agree 
with Navy that lovv frequency of detection may bt' used as om.' of the screening tools 
in selection of CO PCs if these conditions are met. 

RH>EM f'ommt•nt No. 7: J>agt:· 4-7, Section 4.1.3, Ref1nement of Groundwater 
Protection COP('s, Criterion #4: to Comment 

RIDE!\1 Comment on Navy Respons(' No.7 --



RIDElVl Comment No. 8; Page 4-7. Section 4. LJ. Rdinement of Groundwater 
Protection f'OPCs. Criterion #5 and #l't: Hi)t 
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RIDEM Comment on Navy Response No. 8 - Tht~ response is generally acceptable. 
However. it is noted that i\avy 's response implit?S that Site 02 is no longt·r pan·d 
(contrary to previous statements in tht' report). if Navy used soH and 
ground\-vater data collected prior to pavement n:moval for selt~ction of global 
groundwater COPCs using Criterion #5 and #6, this t~omparison is no longer valid 
and should be revisited. It is unclear as to whether Navy plans to re-evaluate the 
selection of global groun<h\ater ('OPCs for Site 02 hast'd on this ne'" information. 

RlllE1VI Comment No. 9: Page 4-20, Section 4.3: "A,U 
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RIOEM Commt~nt on Rt•sponse No.9- Responst~ is acceptable. 



RIDEM Comment No. 10: Page 4-20, Section 4.3, Risks front Lead: 
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RIDEM Conunent on Navy Response 10 - RII>ElVl reeummt'nds using the 95 
percent UCL of the mean concentration as the EI1C for lead, both for consistency 
\\'ith the approach to development of EPCs for other COPCs and to address 
\·ariability in concentration across the site. Although we ftcknon·ledge EPA 
guichmce (OS\VER 9200.1-78, 2007) states the arithmetk mean should be used for 
comparison, we note that EPA also n'commends in this document a risk 
asst>ssor seeks to provide a conservative estim;lte of the •n erage concentration of 
lead present in yard soil. an upper bound estimate on tht> menn may be 
appropriate for that purpose:~ (p. 1) The 95 pen·t>nt VCL would tht•refore he an 
appropriate EPC considt~ring the size of the site ;md variability in soil lead 
concentrations. Furtln·rmore. the EPA residential lt:ad scn•ening level of 400 
mg/kg is derived using a biokinetic model that uses a blood lead level of 
I 0 micrograms per deciliter (p.g/dL). 

Additionally. use of a more consen'ative EPC for lead is l\arrantt:d, 1·ecent 
rhanges in rccommt>ndations on target blood lead levels. Although the current EPA 
reft'rt'nce value for identifying cbiidren with an elevated blood lead level is i 0 
~tg/dL, the El,A acknowJedg(~S that there is rect>nt scit~ntifie (~videnee indicating this 
level is not protective enough. The Office of Sup(Tfund Remediation and 
Technoh,~>J' Innovation (OSRTI) is currently developing a nen soil lead to 
addn:ss this new formation. Additionally, in !\lay I the Centers Hiseast~ 

Control (CUC) r·t~eommendt.~d that tht' refer·ence value he to 5 ~tg/dL H ibis 
value '>H:~re to bt~ adopted hy EPA, tht• screening (n:sidential 

ust:'d in the H liRE may not he adetJU~Hely protective human 



health. \Ve tbert'fore n·commend that Navy use tbe 95'Y;. UCL as tbe lead EPC 
and/or consider use of tbc new reference value of 5 ~tg/dL as the cut-off level in the 
lntegratNI Exposure tptake Hiokinetic 1\'lodel for Lead in Children (IF:lJBK\<\in 
v·IJ hui!d 11) and Adult Lead Methodology (ALM). At a minimum, Nav~· should 
discuss the C[)C's recomnu:ndations on an appropriate blood lead level as an 
uncertainty in Section -1..4. 

RH)El\l Comment No. 11: J•age 4-:20, Section 4.3 and App<.•ndix C (Hazard Rt'lated to 
l\'langam~se): i'v'langanese is idcnti as a lisk driver nx the 
02, not !()r (RID I 

f~tctor ( 
scenano 1s three orders of magnitude lmver 

residential RSLs. of this, and relatively 
{RfD) 
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RIDE\! Cmnmcnt on ~avy Response No. 1 t - Response is acceptable. 

RIDEM Comment No. 12: Page 4-26, Section 4.5, Sit.e Specific RSL Devt.~lopment 
Tables: !d m 
I 

RIDE\I Comment on Navy Resporm:· No. 12 ··~Response is aeceptable. 

RH)J<::\1 Commt.:nt No. 13: Table 4-11. C'onstrurtion \Vorker, Subsurface Soil, Site 
lL 

Response to 0JI1111U'ltt No. 13: {(J I. 

RIOEM Comment on Navy Response No. U- Rt.•sponst.• is acceptable. 
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